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Office Action Summary 



Application No. Applicant(s) 



09787.629 



Examiner 



LAINE ET AL 



Art Unit 



Steve Alvo | 1731 



- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 136(a) In no event, however, may a repiy be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within tf>e statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be cons>dered timely 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and vaII expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication 

- Failure to reply withtn the set of extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to t>ecome ABANDONED (35 U S C. § 133) 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 704(b), 

Status 

Responsive to comnnunication(s) filed on V"! ^ 
2a)[I] This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fonnal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 C D. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) E] C!aim(s) 20 and 22-28 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above ciaim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) [i] Claim(s) 20 and 22-28 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: ajD accepted or bjD objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the draw!ng(s) be held in abeyance See 37 CFR 1 85(a) 

11) 0 The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)\Z] approved b)Q disapproved by the Examiner 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action 

12) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

13) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)nAII b)n Some*c)n None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have t>een received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e) (to a provisional application) 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 . 

Attachment! s) 

1 ) n Notice of References Cited (PT0^92) 4) O Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) Paper No(s) 

2) n Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO'948) 5) O Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

3) n Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No<s) 6) O Other 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 



obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



(a) A patent mav not be ohlanicd though the in\ention is not identicalK disclosed or descrilx'd as set torth in 
section 102 of' this title, if the dilVerenees IxHween the subject mailer sought to be patented and the prior art arc 
such that the subiect matter as a whole v\ould have been obvious at the time the invention was nuide to a person 
hav ing ordinarv skill in the art to which siud subjecl matter pertains Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in w hich the invention w as made 



Claims 20, 26 and 28 are rejected under 35 (J S C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
LAAKSO in view of REINHALL ^444 with or without GERVASl 

LAAKSO teaches an apparatus for treating pulp comprising an elongated casing (12) 
having plates at both ends, e.g. plate (68), the casing has a discharge conduit (65) and conduit 
going to pump (80), for the filtrate between the input and output end of the vessel. REINHALL 
'444 teaches dewatering pulp in vessel (10) and teaches that the pulp material and filtrate exiting 
the vessel can be controlled by valves (60) and (32) in response to the power shaft (44, 44') and 
the material entering the vessel can be controlled by valve (52) It would have been obvious to 
the routineer that the material into and out of the dewatering vessel of LAAKSO could have been 
controlled using valves in the manner taught by REINHALL 444, see REINHALL 444, column 
3, lines 1-15 It would have been obvious that the rotating screw of LAAKSO that rotates close 
to the screen (78) would keep the screen clean If this is not obvious then GERVASl teaches that 
a rotating screw can remove surplus material from the filter (screen) It would have been 
obvious from the teachings of GERVASl that the rotating screw of LAAKSO would keep 
surplus pulp from building up on the screen thereby keeping the filter surface clean Claim 21 is 
rejected, as it would have been obvious to control the valves of LAAKSO based on impulse from 
a previous stage, e g the consistency, or the input power to the shaft as such is taught by 
REINHALL 444, e g 44^34 
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Claims 22-24 are rejected under 35 U S C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over LAAKSO 
in view of REINHAI.L 444 with or without GERVASl as applied to claim 20 above, and further 
in view of WHITE et al 

WHITE et al teaches the alternativeness of having a screw supported by the screw helix 
to rotating shaft or to rod elements (Figure 18) It would have been obvious to space the helix of 
the screw of LAAKSO from the rotating shaft in the manner taught by WHITE. The actual 
spacing of the screw thread from the screen surface would have been an obvious design 
modification depending upon the type of pulp treated in the LAAKSO, e.g. the size of the pulp 
fibers and the consistency of the pulp slurry 

Claim 25 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
LAAKSO in view of REINHALL ^444 with or without GERVASl and further in view WHITE 
et al as applied to claim 22 above, and further in view of REINHALL '221 

REINHALL '221 teaches dewatering pulp in a perforated screen having axial grooves It 
would have been obvious that the perforated screen of LAAKSO could have axial grooves to 
dewater the pulp as taught by REINHALL '221 It would have been obvious to substitute the 
screen of REINHALL '221 for the screen of LAAKSO as they perform the same fijnction of 
dewatering paper pulp 

Applicant's argument that the vessel of LAAKSO is used to deaerate the pulp, not to 
dewater the pulp is not convincing as the claimed structure does not differ from the structure of 
LAAKSO The term "for discharging a thickened fiber suspension" is not a structural limitation 
LAAKSO teaches the same structure claimed by Applicant, e g an elongated casing (12) having 
plates at both ends, e g plate (68), the casing has a discharge conduit (65) and conduit going to 




Application/Control Number; Page 4 

09/787.629 

All Unit: 1731 

pump (80) and drainer (66), for the filtrate between the input and output end of the vessel 
LAAKSO as Applicant removes excess liquid from the pulp with pumps (80) and (67) 
Applicant's disclosed structure, as shown in instant Figure 2, does not differ from the structure of 
LAAKSO LAAKSO would dewater to some extent as it removes liquid from the pulp through 
pumps (80) and (67) 

The argument that LAKKSO uses pumps instead of valves is not convincing as 
REINHALL teaches a combination of pumps (48) and valves (52, 32, 60) for better control of 
the pulp treating apparatus. It would have been prima facie obvious to use the pump and valve 
control of REINHAL '444 instead of the pump control of LAAKS for the improved control 
taught by REINHALL '444 

The arguments with respect to GERVASl are not convincing as only being used to show 
that the rotating screw of LAAKSO would keep surplus pulp from building up on the screen 
thereby keeping the filter surface clean 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 136(a) 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR I 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action In no event. 





Application/Control Number: 



Page 5 



09/787.629 
Art Unit: 1731 

however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action 

When filing an "Ofncial" FAX in Group 1730, please indicate in the Header (upper 
right) "OfTicial" for papers that are to be entered into the file. The "Official" FAX phone 
numbers for this TC 1 700 are: 

Non-Final Fax: (703) 872-9310 After-Final FAX: (703) 872-931 1. 

When filing an "Unofficial" FAX in Group 1730, please indicate in the Header (upper 
right) "llnofficiar for Draft Documents and other Communications with the PTO that are not 
for entry into the file of the application. This will expedite processing of your papers. The 
"Unofficial" FAX phone number for this Art Unit ( 1 73 1 ) is (703) 305-71 15. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the primary 
examiner should be directed to Steve Alvo whose telephone number is (703) 308-2048. The 
Examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 6:00 AM - 2:30 PM (EST) 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr Steve Griffin, can be reached on 703-308-1 164. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephoj:*^Ufnber is 703-308-0661. 



MSA 

5/12/2003 
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